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Applicant(s) 



Wollrath, et al 



Examiner 



S. Lao 



Art Unit 

2126 




The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 

THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136 (a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this conomunication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply wrthin the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 ) K Responsive to communication(s) filed on Aug 6, 2003 

2a) □ This action is FINAL. 2b) K This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fornnal nnatters, prosecution as to the nnerits is 

closed in accordance with the practice un6ex Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) K Claim(s) 70-102 



4a) Of the above, clainn(s) 
5)0 Claim(s) 



6)K Claim (s) 70-102 

?)□ Claim(s) 

8)n Claims 



is/are pending in the application, 
is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

Is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 



Application Papers 

9)0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawlng(s) filed on is/are a) □ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawlng(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) 0 The proposed drawing correction filed on is: 3)0 approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner, 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

1 2) 0 The oath or declaration Is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) 0 Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)U Some* c)U None of: 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 
a)n The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§120 and/or 121. 
Attachment(s) 

1) O Notice of References Crted (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(8). 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5| Q Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) ^ Infomnation Disclosure Statement (s) (PTO-1 449) Paper No(s). 24 q) Q other: 



U. S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 04-01 ) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No. 26 



> ■ • 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 70-1 02 are pending. This action is in response to applicant's response filed 
8/6/2003. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 85 and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wollrath et al ("Simple Activation for Distributed Objects") in view of Hare et al (EP 
0733970A1). 

As to claim 85, Wollrath teaches a method of handling an object call for an object 
(object activation protocol), comprising 

receiving a first object call to remotely activate a first object (object invocation), 

in response to, determining whether a first object group corresponding to is active 
(depending on status of the object being active or passive), 

if it is determined that the first object group is not active (not already active), 
activating the first object group (activate all objects of an aggregate object, activate 
transitive closure of referenced object) and activating the first object within (activate object 
within an aggregate), 

wherein the first object group is a first subset (aggregate object, group/set of 
objects) of all objects that can be remotely activated (distributed objects). See sections 2, 
2.1,2.2, 2.3, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5. 

Wollrath does not explicitly teach the first object group is created before activated 
it. Nevertheless, Hare teaches creating an object group before activating it (open two 
object sharing the same state, col. 1 1 lines 34-49; list in group table). See col. 1 1 , line 1 7 - 
col. 12, line 52; col. 15, line 58 - col. 16, line 54. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
create the first object group before activating it in Wollrath. One of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Wollrath with Hare because it 
would have reduced redundancy and unnecessary overhead (col. 3, lines 8-26). 

As to claim 88, it is covered by claim 85 except that the steps are applied to a 
second object call, second object, second group, second subset different. The system of 
Wollrath as modified is a distributed object system including multiple groups/sets of objects 
and the invocation thereof (Hare, col. 12, lines 37-52). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to perform the steps as recited in claim 85 for the invocation of a second object 
belonging to a second group/set for the purpose of uniformity. Note discussion of claim 85 
for a motivation to combine the teachings. 

4. Claims 70-84. 86, 87, 89-102 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wollrath et al in view of Hare et al as applied to claim 85 and further in 
view of Ruehle et al (U S Pat. 6,553,428). 

As to claims 70, 91, note discussion of claim 85, in particular for first object 
request/call, first object, first object group, first activation entity. While Wollrath teaches 
creating a server process to service the object request, Wollrath does not teach that this 
includes creating a virtual machine on which the activation entity / activator and the first 
object group execute. 

Ruehle teaches creating a server process to service an object request, including 
creating a virtual machine (create Java VM 21 A, 72A) on which an activation entity 
(process object) and the first object group (objects) execute, forwarding the first activate 
request (communication paths 20, 20A, 20B, 22). See col. 6, lines 3-20; col. Col. 8, lines 
1-14; col. 9, lines 25-33. In Ruehle, the first object group (Java objects) are executed only 
in the first virtual machine (Java VM). Given the teaching of Ruehle, it would have been 
obvious to create a virtual machine on which the activation entity and the first object group 
execute in Wollrath. The motivation to combine includes updating the server technology 
to a more morden Java-based server technology, while maintaining compatibility to pre- 
existing non-Java based server systems. (Ruehle, col. 2, lines 48-56). 
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As to claims 71-75, Wollrath as modified by Ruehle teaches (Ruehle) user 
predetermined to be (Java, non-Java requests), object activator (13), passes (socket), first 
computer (client 10), second computer (server 11). 

As to claim 76, note discussion of claim 88. 

As to claim 77-84, these correspond to claims 73, 71 , 72, 72 (passes), 74, 75, 74, 
75, respectively, except that the steps recited for 'first' are applied to 'second', ie, second 
object call, second object, second group, second subset different. The system of Wollrath 
as modified is a distributed object system, which inherently provides multiple groups/sets 
of objects and the invocation thereof. Page 2, left col.. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to perform the steps as recited in claim 85 for the invocation of a second object 
belonging to a second group/set for the purpose of uniformity. 

As to claim 86, note discussion of claim 70. 

As to claim 87, note discussion of claim 71 . 

As to claims 89, 90, note discussion of claims 76 and 77, respectively. 
As to claims 92-100, note discussion of claims 71, 73-76, 78, 77, 74, and 79, 
respectively. 

As to claims 101 an 102, these are equivalent to claims 81 and 82 respective except 
for 'second' vs 'first'. The system of Wollrath as modified is a distributed object system, 
which inherently provides multiple groups/sets of objects and the invocation thereof. Page 
2, left col.. Therefore, it would have been obvious to perform the steps as recited in claim 
85 for the invocation of a second object belonging to a second group/set for the purpose 
of uniformity. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 8/6/2003 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Regarding claim 70, applicant argued that Ruehle does not teach fonA/arding a first 
activate request to a first activation entity, nor the first group are executed only in the first 
virtual machine (remarks, pages 6-7). 
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The examiner's response is that Ruehle forwards an activate request to an 
activation entity (process object) from a client via communication paths 20, 21 A. As to the 
first group are executed only in the first virtual machine, this is met by Ruehle in that the 
first group, the Java objects, are executed only in the first virtual machine, the JVM. Note 
discussion of claim 70 for detail. 

6. Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sue Lao whose telephone number is (703) 305-9657. A 
voice mail service is also available at this number. The examiner's supervisor, SPE Alvin 
Oberley, can be reached on (703) 305 9716. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday - Friday, from 9AM to 5PM. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications, 
(703) 746-7239 for Official communications and (703) 746-7240 for Non-Official/Draft 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
9600. 



Sue Lao 'S^L_^ 
October 18, 2003 



